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DRAFT LETTER – Exhibit to Draft Affidavit		

Your Name:

Age:

Your Full Address:

Your Phone:

Your email:

(Your full address, phone, and email are for the use of the Grus defence lawyers and will not appear in your final sworn document.)

INSTRUCTIONS

1. The Draft Affidavit in support of Detective Grus has two parts – a Draft Affidavit, and a Draft Letter to the Tribunal Officer that will be an attachment to the affidavit.
2. Fill out both the Draft Affidavit and the Draft Letter as best as you can.
3. USE YOUR OWN WORDS and phrases as a substitute for each suggested paragraph. The Affidavit is much more powerful when it contains your own words and thoughts.
4. When you are finished writing your Affidavit and Letter, email them to Detective Grus’s legal team. They will properly format your drafts and then return them to you via email
5. When you receive the properly formated documents from the Grus legal team, print them out and take them to a local lawyer or notary to have them sworn.
6. Ask your lawyer to then scan the signed and sworn copies and email them to both you and the Grus legal team:

Bath-Shéba van den Berg
Egronomy Law

1800-330 5th Avenue SW,
Calgary AB T2P 4L0

info@egronomylaw.com
Telephone: 1-587-952-8911

In the email, be sure to include:

Your full name
Your contact email
Telephone number.
The Draft Affidavit and Letter




<<<DRAFT LETTER BELOW HERE>>>


August [date] 2025

	[bookmark: _Hlk175651352]
Superintendent Chris Renwick, retired
Hearing Officer
Ottawa Police Service
474 Elgin Street
Ottawa, ON K2P 2E6

Via:  Affidavit 
	








Attention:	Hearing Officer 
	

Re: 	In the Matter of the Police Services Act, R.S.O. 1990. C.P.15, as amended
between The Ottawa Police Services (Chief’s Complaint) and Cst. Helen
Grus (#1631) (Respondent)
Letter of Reference from a Member of the Public 


I. INTRODUCTION

1. I write as a member of the (Ottawa or ???) community to provide input on the public interest factor in the penalty phase of the above-noted disciplinary matter. 

2. I am not here to revisit the finding of misconduct, which I respect as the role of the Tribunal. 

3. Rather, I wish to share my perspective on how the community interest can best be served in determining a fair and proportionate penalty with respect to Detective Helen Grus (“Det. Grus”). 

II. PUBLIC INTEREST: PUBLIC CONFIDENCE AND TRUST 

4. The public looks to these proceedings to ensure accountability, but also fairness.

5. In my respectful view, the community’s trust in the Ottawa Police Service is not strengthened by the destruction of Det. Grus’ career.

6. Public confidence is best maintained when the penalty is measured, proportionate, and consistent with past disciplinary outcomes.

7. Any penalty against Det. Grus will result in a total loss of confidence in the Ottawa Police Service. 

8. Det. Grus emulated high standards, and her peers fell below. Yet, she was charged with misconduct while others were not. 

9. There is a loss of public confidence for OPS because the Ottawa Police refused to, and did not, investigate the leak of confidential police information about the Grus case to a CBC reporter. Further the CBC spread false rumors about Det. Grus, which are the subject of a current lawsuit by Grus against the CBC.

10. There are concerns from public of political control of OPS, and a lack of operational independence.

11. There is a high expectation that police officers will obey the law. Det Grus obeyed the law.

12. Det. Grus is compassionate and cares about the community. 

13. Det. Grus carries out her police duties in a thoughtful and professional manner. 

14. Det. Grus has respect for victims and has been lauded for her caring and considerate treatment towards victims.

15. There is a concern that a penalty will undermine the rule of law and cause a loss of trust in policing as it stands. 


a. Value of Detective Grus to the Community

16. Detective Grus has served Ottawa for over 20 years with dedication and professionalism. 

17. [ I know this because…]

18. Her investigative work, particularly in sensitive areas, has benefited families and vulnerable populations. This record of positive service should be recognized when determining penalty.

III. EFFECT OR DAMAGE ON THE REPUTATION OF THE FORCE

19. It is true that misconduct findings attract attention and may place the Ottawa Police Service (“OPS”) under public scrutiny. 

20. However, I submit that the reputation of OPS is best protected not by imposing the harshest possible sanction, but by demonstrating that the disciplinary process itself is measured, consistent, and rehabilitative where appropriate. A fair and balanced outcome signals that OPS values accountability while also valuing the experience of its members.

21. It is my belief that any penalty imposed onto Det. Grus will damage the reputation of the OPS. 

22. A penalty imposed onto Det. Grus will have an adverse effect on police officers carrying out their oath to protect the public and preserve the peace. 

23. This matter was reported in the media, and the only embarrassment resulting from this case being reported in the media is as a result of other police officers’ conduct and the proceedings themselves, and not that of Det. Grus. 

24. [include incidents during Tribunal processing, witness intimidation, the fact that the Sudden Infant Death files were closed without being completed, that a Det is found guilty of probing into files relating to her role, that is investigations of sudden unexpected infancy deaths,  out of a belief that there is a public safety concern, the message from OPS that police require executive authorization in order to conduct police investigations into public officials, that public officials are above the law, and that police officers no longer have discretion and autonomy to carry out their statutory duties to protect the public and preserve the peace.] 

25. Det Grus conduct was what was expected of a police officer and to penalise her would cause damage to the reputation of the Ottawa Police Service. 

26. There are Public safety concerns as a result of this case and because of penalising Det Grus, who conducted on duty inquiries in good faith, as part of her perceived duty to the public, the deceased infants, and their families.

27. Det Grus was not conducting a criminal negligence investigation. She was only at the probing stage of an investigation and was lawfully using her discretion. 

IV. EFFECT OF PUBLICITY

28. This matter has already received significant media coverage. 

29. [my experience with this has been…what did you read, include links or copies of articles]. [include your thoughts]

30. The very fact of a public hearing and a finding of misconduct is a powerful consequence in itself, sending a clear message to the public and to the policing community. [what you believe that message is].

31. The publications by CBC in March 2022 caused damage to the OPS and to the reputation of Det. Grus, which was not her doing or her fault. 

32. The public have knowledge of this case and their position and view is the following: [insert here] ie: Detective Grus was acting on duty, in good faith according to her professional judgment and discretion.

33. The public expect that the OPS conduct investigations of everyone, including public officials, and of every situation – including if those situations have “political and societal ramifications” as stated in the Tribunal’s written decision.

34. The public expects that police officers have discretion and autonomy to investigate in order to protect the public and preserve the peace. 

35. The public had a right to expect that witness intimidation against Det Grus would be addressed fully and properly – but instead it was ignored. 

36. The public had a right to expect that Det Grus would have a fair hearing, which she did not. 

37. Det Grus was a credible witness testifying at the Tribunal, while the police officers who testified against her were not. Evidence was heard that they did not complete their investigations thoroughly, that there was neglect of duty and deceit, and yet those police officers have been recently promoted, while Det. Grus is facing penalty. This undermines public perception in excellence in policing of OPS. 

38. The public is concerned that they are no longer safe because of the way Detective Grus’s investigation was shut down without answers - and Det. Grus was charged for simply protecting the public

39. Det Grus did not neglect her duty. 

40. Det Grus did not breach any orders. 

41. Det Grus did use her police powers, there were no charges, no warrants, no arrests, no use of force. No member of the public was harmed. No member of the public complained about her actions prior to the false articles and broadcasts by the CBC that were precipitated by serving Ottawa Police officers criminally providing confidential police information, and false information, to the CBC. The Ottawa Police refused to investigate this Criminal behaviour, and instead targeted Detective Grus. 

42. Det Grus carried out her policing duties per the Oath, to protect innocent babies and their families, and should not be penalized as a result. 

43. The media coverage of the hearing has opened people’s eyes to the disparaging truth of the OPS and treatment of deaths potentially caused by the covid-19 vaccinations. The Public perceive this as a cover-up.

44. The public is aware that the Pfizer Documents clinical data of the covid-19 vaccinations shows that out of 32 known pregnancy outcomes, only 1 baby survived, which means that 31 babies died most likely because of the covid-19 vaccinations. That is a real risk to public safety and publicity of this case has shown that OPS failed to protect the public and Det. Grus is being penalised for asking questions out of a concern for public safety. Det. Grus should not be penalised, and to do so would undermine public trust and confidence in the OPS. 

V. DETERRENCE 

a. Specific Deterrence

45. Specific deterrence has been achieved: Detective Grus has endured a lengthy, high-profile process and reputational impact, which no officer would wish to repeat. Her legal fees are in the hundreds of thousands of dollars. She and her family were illegally wiretapped as a direct result of the investigation against her – and no evidence against her was found. She was suspended and then transferred from the Sexual Assault and Child Abuse Unit where she was known as an outstanding officer who trained new squad members.

46. Det Grus should be allowed to continue with SACA in order to continue her inquiries concerning a possible link between covid-19 vaccinations and the sudden infant deaths. 

47. The OPS need to be investigating links between the covid-19 vaccinations and the increase of sudden unexpected deaths in infancy since the roll-out of the covid-19 vaccinations to pregnant and breastfeeding women in May 2021. 

48. There is evidence with the OPS of the clinical data and other medical information that match the circumstances of the deaths of the infants, and the OPS should be conducting further investigations for public safety. As Det. Grus is very experienced in this area, instead of being penalized, she should be able to work in SACA with a team to ensure that all Sudden Unexplained Deaths of Infants files are fully and properly investigated, that is with full SUDI questionnaire completed, including a full and detailed medical history of the care-takers, which includes all and any vaccinations, and a completed WHO questionnaire for adverse event reporting. 

49. Det Grus’ behaviour, in the circumstances, was acceptable. She tried to go to the chain of command and was blocked. She was not, however, ordered to stop her inquiries – as shown by the fact that she was not charged with or convicted of Disobeying an Order.

50. General Deterrence 

51. General deterrence is also served through the public reporting of the outcome and the imposition of a proportionate penalty. In the case of Detective Grus there is no need for any penalty – let alone dismissal which would be to discard an experienced officer such as Det. Grus. 

52. There is real risk that a penalty will deter other police officers from using their judgment to carry out their duties. 

53. The is a real risk that penalty will deter police officers from carrying out full investigations into sudden unexpected infant deaths. 

54. There is a real risk that penalty will chill any police officer from raising the question of whether or not the covid-19 vaccinations are linked to unexpected deaths in infants and adults, and whether or not the people and organizations that mandated these injections had knowledge of the potential for injury or death, and whether they communicated this knowledge to those being injected.


VI. CONCLUSION

55. On behalf of members of the public who continue to value Detective Grus’ service, I believe and request that no penalty be imposed on Det. Grus, because she was simply doing her job, protecting the public and preserving the peace. 
56. In my view, this best serves the public interest in accountability, confidence, deterrence, and fairness, while at the same time preserving the valuable experience of a long-serving officer.

57. [any submission on procedural issues, principles of natural justice, rule of law, police autonomy, what you expect from the police force/officers and Det. Grus’ role as a police officer and what she was found guilty of]. 


Your truly, 


Per:

[signature]

___________________
[name in print]




	
